
























Department of Regional Planning Staff Responses to the Appeal of 
the Regional Planning Commission Approval of the Acton Taco Bell 
Project (Project R2014-02996) (Board Appeal Date November 24, 2015) 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Regional Planning Commission (“RPC”) approved Project R2014-02996 / CUP 
201400142) on September 16, 2014.  The project is a 2,029 square foot Taco Bell fast 
food restaurant (“Project”), including drive-through facilities, on a 1.3 acre property 
located at 3771 Sierra Highway in the unincorporated community of Acton ("Project 
Site") in the C-2-DP (Neighborhood Business-Development Program) zone. 
 
The Project Site was zoned C-2-DP at the time the application was filed, but it has since 
been changed to the C-RU-DP (Rural Commercial-Development Program) zone.  
Because a complete application for this CUP was filed prior to the effective date of the 
updated Antelope Valley Area Plan adopted on June 16, 2015, and the related zone 
changes effective on July 16, 2015, this CUP is being reviewed under the C-2-DP 
zoning which was in effect at the time the application for the CUP was deemed 
complete on October 8, 2014, pursuant to Section 22.16.225.A.1 of the County Code.  
This code section allows the applicant to request that the Project be processed under 
the zoning regulations that were applicable to the project at the time the application was 
deemed complete, if it was deemed complete prior to the effective date of the 2015 
Antelope Valley Ordinance Update.  The applicant has opted to have the Project 
processed under the zoning regulations and plan policies in effect at the time the CUP 
application was deemed complete.  The Project is also being processed under the 
policies of the 1986 Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan (“1986 AV Plan”), which 
was the area plan in effect at the time the project application was deemed complete.  
The newly adopted 2015 Antelope Valley Area Plan (“Town & Country Plan”) allows 
applicants to choose to be reviewed for consistency with the 1986 AV Plan if they had a 
complete application filed prior to the effective date of the Town & Country Plan (see 
Page I-9 of Town & Country Plan).  Therefore, the Project was reviewed under the C-2-
DP zone and 1986 AV Plan requirements in effect at the time of the Project submittal. 
  
On September 29, 2015, the RPC’s approval was appealed by an Acton resident, Chris 
Croisdale.  The appeal has the unanimous support of the Acton Town Council and 
many other residents of Acton.  The following responses by Department of Regional 
Planning (“DRP”) staff address each of the 10 points discussed in the appeal letter filed 
on September 29, 2015.            
 

1. 1986 AV PLAN POLICY FOR COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL 
 

The appeal letter states that the Taco Bell restaurant should have been classified as a 
“Highway-Oriented” Commercial land use under the 1986 AV Plan and that it is not 
allowed in the Community Commercial category.  The appellant’s understanding of the 
1986 AV Plan policies is inconsistent with DRP’s interpretation of this plan.  The 1986 
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AV Plan contains only one mapped commercial category, which is called “Community 
Commercial”.  This category’s description says in part that “Generally this serves 
several adjoining neighborhoods”.  However, it is not strictly limited to businesses that 
are locally-serving.  It also says, “Many of the small retail and supporting outlets found 
in large shopping centers typify what may be expected in a community commercial 
center.”  It’s clear from the wording in the 1986 AV Plan and from the later DRP 
approvals based upon it that a highway-oriented restaurant such as the proposed Taco 
Bell can be consistent with this category. 
 
In the section of the 1986 AV Plan which discusses the Unmapped Highway Oriented 
Commercial category (on Page VI-6) it says, “In addition to the areas designated for 
Commercial use on the Land Use Policy Map, other appropriate areas may be put to 
highway-oriented commercial uses subject to the ‘Unmapped Highway Oriented 
Commercial Conditions for Development’ found later in this chapter.”  This statement 
clearly shows that highway-oriented uses are allowed in areas designated for 
commercial use on the land use policy map.  Since the only areas on this map which 
are designated for commercial use are in the Community Commercial land use 
category, then it’s clear that the 1986 AV Plan allowed highway-oriented uses within the 
Community Commercial land use category. 
 
The purpose of the Unmapped Highway Oriented Commercial category in the 1986 AV 
Plan was to allow for highway-oriented commercial development in other appropriate 
areas that had not been previously mapped for commercial uses, subject to consistency 
with the applicable polices detailed on pages VI-27 and VI-28 of the plan.  It was not 
meant to prevent highway-oriented development within the Community Commercial 
category, and was to allow such development “in addition to” the Community 
Commercial areas.  Similarly, the Unmapped Neighborhood Commercial category was 
not meant to prevent neighborhood commercial uses within the Community Commercial 
category, but to allow such uses within other appropriate areas.  The Community 
Commercial category clearly allows for both highway-oriented and neighborhood 
commercial uses, and highway-oriented uses were not limited in the 1986 AV Plan only 
to Unmapped Highway Oriented Commercial areas. 
 
Examples of previous DRP approvals of highway-oriented commercial uses in Acton 
within the Community Commercial land use category that were made after the adoption 
of the 1986 AV Plan include an Arco service station with mini-mart (Plot Plan 36120, 
Approved 10/6/1987), a McDonald’s drive-through restaurant (Plot Plan 40281, 
Approved 3/13/1991), a Shell service station with mini-mart and car wash (Plot Plan 
40627, Approved 2/13/92), and a Jack-in-the-Box drive-through restaurant (Plot Plan 
42542, Approved 10/28/1992). 
 

2.  PLAN POLICIES AND TRAFFIC ISSUES 
 

The appeal letter says that “Under the 1980 Countywide Plan, the 1986 AV Area Plan, 
and the recently adopted ‘Town and Country’ Plan, the County is not permitted to 
approve developments in Acton which expand the need for traffic signals and other 
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urban infrastructure.”  This statement does not accurately reflect the policies of the three 
plans in question, nor does this statement accurately describe the requirements for this 
Project.  No traffic signals or urban infrastructure are being proposed for the Project and 
no such improvements are required by the Department of Public Works (“DPW”), which 
has reviewed the traffic study for this Project and issued a letter with conditions of 
approval dated August 5, 2015.  
 
The 1980 Countywide General Plan contains policies regarding local commercial and 
industrial services within areas not mapped for such uses under the Land Use Policy 
Map.  However, these policies are not applicable to the Project because the area was 
part of the 1986 AV Area Plan, which superseded these policies for local commercial 
services, which are found on pages III-34 through III-37 of the 1980 General Plan.  On 
Page III-34 of the 1980 General Plan it says, “Due to the scale and nature of the 
countywide Land Use Policy Map, locally-serving commercial and industrial uses are 
generally not shown.  Such localized land use types are more appropriately addressed 
by detailed community and areawide plans.”   It also said, “In order to provide guidance 
for decision making in the absence of an adopted local plan, the following general 
conditions and standards are provided”.  It then defines local commercial and industrial 
uses and provides guidelines for these uses.  The current Project Site was shown as 
Non-Urban on the 1980 General Plan Land Use Policy Map.  The allowed uses in the 
Non-Urban category were detailed on page III-24 of the 1980 General Plan.  It said 
“Local and highway-oriented commercial and industrial uses may also be appropriately 
located in non-urban areas to serve the needs of local residents and travelers”.  The 
current Taco Bell Project Site was in the Non-Urban category on the 1980 Land Use 
Policy map, and the local commercial services policies of that plan would have applied 
to the area at that time.  However, none of these polices specifically prohibit traffic 
signals or even mention them, as stated in the appeal letter.  Some of the applicable 
policies regarding project scale, access, and traffic were that “The overall scale and 
intensity of proposed local service uses should be in keeping with the surrounding 
neighborhood or community setting”, that “The size and intensity of local service uses 
should be confined to the extent that anticipated traffic generation does not adversely 
affect conditions on adjacent streets and highways”, and “Access, egress and onsite 
parking should be provided in a manner which maximizes safety and convenience, and 
minimizes adverse impacts on surrounding neighborhood and land use patterns.”    
These local commercial services policies were made to provide guidance “in the 
absence of an adopted local plan”, so they were superseded by the 1986 AV Plan for 
the area covered by the Project.          
 
After the 1986 AV Plan was adopted, the policies of the area plan became the guiding 
land use policy documents for the project area.  The 1986 AV Plan mapped the area as 
Community Commercial, and as previously stated, this category does not prohibit 
highway-oriented businesses.  It also does not contain a policy prohibiting traffic signals 
in Acton or in the Community Commercial category generally.  The policies for Acton 
found on pages IV-1 to IV-3 of the 1986 AV Plan discuss the need to maintain the rural 
character of the community.  One of the policies for Acton  says that “Curbs, gutters and 
sidewalks will not be required in Acton if an acceptable alternative can be developed to 
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the satisfaction of the Director of the Public Works Department to separate vehicular 
and pedestrian traffic.”  It also discusses requirements regarding lot size, residential 
density, number of stories, architectural style, and the need to develop a Community 
Standards District (“CSD”), and it calls for “a slow, planned well controlled growth rate to 
reduce adverse impacts”.  There is not a specific mention of traffic signals in any of the 
applicable plan policies.   
 
The 2015 Town & Country Plan is not applicable to the Acton Taco Bell Project as 
previously stated, because the application for the Project was deemed complete before 
the effective date of this plan, pursuant to the applicability policy of the Town & Country 
Plan on page I-9 of the plan.  However, DRP staff believes the Project is consistent with 
this plan.  Additional discussion about this plan is included in the response to item #6 of 
the appeal letter. 
 
The appellant claims that “Taco Bell will significantly increase traffic levels at 2 
intersections beyond the point where traffic signals are required.”  The DPW Traffic and 
Lighting Division reviewed the Traffic Study dated March 2, 2015 prepared by Trames 
Solutions, Inc, an engineering consulting firm, on behalf of the project. The Traffic Study 
was prepared in accordance with DPW Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines.  The Traffic 
Study found that adding project traffic to existing traffic conditions would not cause 
significant traffic impacts to any of the study intersections based on significant impact 
thresholds contained in DPW’s guidelines.  The Traffic Study also found that the Taco 
Bell project and the pending Primo Burger/Acton Feed Store project would not cause 
any significant traffic impacts when considered together.  DPW concurred with the 
methodology and findings of the Traffic Study.    
  
The appeal letter states that, “The project will generate significant traffic at the 
intersection of Crown Valley Road and the eastbound ramps of the 14 freeway and 
cumulatively reduce the level of service (LOS) from a ‘C’ to a ‘D’ [See Table 4-2 of the 
applicant’s Traffic Study].”  The two intersections on Crown Valley at the eastbound and 
westbound ramps are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans.  Consequently, in addition to 
the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) method utilized to determine the LOS for LA 
County, the project also calculated the LOS utilizing the Highway Capacity Manual 
(HCM) method as required by Caltrans.  It is noted that Caltrans does not have 
published thresholds of significance for traffic impacts.  Caltrans reviewed the traffic 
study and did not determine the project would have a significant traffic impact.  The 
change in the ICU volume to capacity (V/C) of 0.06 does not constitute a significant 
impact since the LOS is A as determined by the ICU methodology.  It is not appropriate 
to apply an ICU threshold of significance to a HCM determined LOS.   
 
 
 
A supplemental traffic analysis was performed by the traffic engineer using the HCM 
methodology for two additional intersections, Crown Valley Road and Sierra Highway, 
and Crown Valley Road and Antelope Woods Road.  Even though this was not required, 
this step was taken to address the concerns of the Acton Town Council.  This additional 
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analysis, which was included with a letter from the traffic engineer dated August 27, 
2015, showed that both intersections are currently operating at a “B” level of service for 
both AM and PM peak times using the HCM method.  Existing plus project conditions 
show the level of service will remain at “B” for both AM and PM peak hours for both 
locations.  However, the analysis shows that existing plus cumulative plus project 
conditions will result in a change in the level of service to “C” for the AM peak hour at 
Crown Valley Road and Sierra Highway.  DPW concurred with the traffic analysis that 
the proposed Project alone as well as when considered cumulatively with other projects, 
would not significantly impact intersections within the project area. .   
 
 
The appeal letter says that “the RPC finding that the project does not have any traffic 
impacts is false.”  Finding No. 49 of the RPC approval package stated that, “A traffic 
study has been conducted, which determined that traffic impacts from the Project will 
not significantly affect the level of service of nearby intersections during peak hours.”  
The RPC finding does not say there will not be any traffic impacts, but it did say that the 
impacts would not be significant based on the thresholds of significance containedin 
DPW’s Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines.      
 
As a general practice, traffic signal warrant analyses are conducted for locations where 
significant impacts have been identified.  If a traffic signal is warranted, the significant 
impact provides the nexus for DPW to request a project to install a traffic signal or 
contribute a fair share to mitigate the significant impacts as required by law.   
 
 
 

3.  SIGNAGE 
 

The appeal letter says “The project signage requires a variance from the Acton 
Community Standards District because it is not a western motif, is thoroughly modern, it 
consists of garish neon pink and purple, it exceeds the established area limits and is 
intended to be advertising in nature rather than simply identify the business location.”  
DRP staff has discussed the signage, including the wall signs with the applicants, and 
they have agreed not to use any internal lighting for the signs, and will not use “halo” 
signs as had been originally proposed.  Lighting fixtures to be used will be completely 
external, and the applicants have agreed to submit revised sign plans.  The proposed 
signs will not contain internal lighting.  The proposed sign colors were discussed with 
the applicants, who do not believe the colors are “garish”.  The colors are the Taco Bell 
corporate signage colors, and may be considered garish by some.  Garishness is not 
something that is easily quantifiable and opinions may vary on whether a particular sign 
or color is garish.  The section on signage in the architectural guidelines section of the 
Acton CSD says “Garish colors that may attract attention, but which detract from a 
harmonious community appearance” are to be discouraged.  The section on signs 
encourages “graphics and lettering styles that are appropriate to the western motif” and 
says “signs for most franchises and chain stores will require redesign”.  The Taco Bell 
mission bell logo is arguably a western motif, although the lettering style has a more 



PROJECT R2014-02996 (CUP 201400142) APPEAL RESPONSE       PAGE 6 OF 17   
 

modern appearance.  The applicant has agreed to redesign the signage to eliminate the 
halo lighting, but changing the lettering style or colors may not be feasible due to 
company requirements and their need to maintain brand recognition. 
 
The signage colors will not appear to be particularly garish or detract from a harmonious 
community appearance since they will be relatively small, and will not contain interior 
illumination.  The building exterior will feature predominantly earth tone colors, and the 
signage, which includes pink, purple, white, and gold colors, will provide necessary 
identification for the business.  The applicant has agreed to submit revised sign plans, 
to eliminate the halo illumination of the signs, to keep the monument sign to the 5-foot 
limit, and to not use any internal illumination.   
 
The architectural style and project design considerations for the Acton CSD in Section 
22.44.126.C.3 of the County Code require that all uses in commercial land 
classifications “Be designed in a ‘Western frontier village, circa 1890s style’ in 
substantial conformance with the architectural style guidelines accompanying this 
community standards district as an appendix and as maintained in the office of the 
planning director.”  It is the opinion of DRP staff that the architectural elevations for the 
Taco Bell are in substantial conformance with these guidelines and that the signage is 
unobtrusive and does not detract from a harmonious community appearance consistent 
with the architectural guidelines. 
 
Section 22.44.126.C.6 of the County Code covers the signage requirements of the 
CSD.  It says, in part, “Signage shall be unobtrusive and shall promote the style of the 
Western frontier architectural guidelines”.  Whether the signage is unobtrusive is 
subjective and a matter of discretion.  Likewise, some of the western frontier 
architectural guidelines, such as the garishness of colors, verifiable authentic Western 
designs for signage, and a harmonious community appearance are somewhat vague or 
unclear, and some discretion on the part of the decision maker is necessary to 
implement some of these guidelines. 
 
Contrary to what is stated in the letter, the proposed signs comply with the size limits of 
the CSD.  The maximum size allowed for wall business signs in the CSD is 1.5 square 
feet (“sf”) of sign area for each linear foot of building frontage.  The south and west 
faces of the building are considered building frontage because they front on public 
roads.  The building is 27’-4” (27.333’) wide on the south frontage and 74’-8 ½” 
(74.708’) long on the west frontage.  Based on the preliminary sign plans, the proposed 
sign area on the south elevation is approximately 27.59 sf (7.2 sf letters and 20.39 sf 
bell), less than the maximum allowed area of 41 square feet.  On the west elevation the 
proposed sign area is approximately 33.14 sf (12.75 sf letters and 20.39 sf bell) on the 
preliminary plans, less than the 112 sf maximum based on the building frontage.  The 
east elevation is not considered a building frontage, although the principal building 
entrance is on the east side.  It is therefore allowed to have a wall sign, subject to the 
requirements of Section 22.52.880.A.3 of the County Code.  The allowed area of this 
sign is based on one half of the average of the permitted wall sign area for each 
frontage.  The average permitted area of the two frontages is 76.5 sf, and one half of 
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the average is 38.25 sf.  The maximum allowed area for this sign is therefore 38.25 sf.  
The proposed sign area on the preliminary plans is approximately 30.34 sf (7.2 sf 
letters, 20.39 sf for the bell, and 2.75 sf for the one foot space between the bell and 
letters, since it is considered a single sign).  The CSD allows a maximum of 100 sf of 
total wall sign area, regardless of building frontage.  The cumulative wall sign area on all 
sides is approximately 91.07 square feet, which is below the limit.  All sign areas will be 
verified on the final sign plans to ensure compliance with the CSD requirements. 
 
The site plan shows a monument sign at the corner of Crown Valley Road and Sierra 
Highway.  No sign plans have been submitted yet to DRP for this sign.  A plan for this 
sign was submitted to the Acton Town Council which showed a 9-foot high internally 
illuminated freestanding sign.  This sign is not in compliance with the CSD, which limits 
freestanding signs to 5 feet and prohibits internally-lit signs.  The applicant has agreed 
to redesign the signage, including for the freestanding sign, to comply with the CSD 
requirements. 
     
DRP will verify that signage complies with all Zoning Code requirements, including the 
CSD requirements.  No Variance is necessary for the signage, provided the revised sign 
plans are found to be in compliance with the requirements of Section 22.44.126.C.6 the 
County Code. 
 

4. EXEMPTION FROM CURRENT ZONING AND LAND USE REQUIREMENTS 
 
The appellant says, “The RPC erred in not requiring the Taco Bell project to comply with 
the Rural Commercial zoning ordinance.”  This statement is incorrect.  The Zoning Code 
has an exemption for projects filed prior to the adoption of the most recent zone change 
for the property, allowing the case to be processed under the zoning classification and 
zoning regulations in effect at the time the application was deemed complete if the 
applicant chooses.  The Town & Country Plan also contains a similar exemption.  Refer 
to Section 22.16.225.A.1 of the County Code and Page I-9 of the Town & Country Plan.  
The applicant has chosen to have the project processed under the requirements in 
effect at the time the project was submitted and deemed complete.  Therefore, the 
argument that the project must be reviewed under the current plan and zone is not 
correct.  Although it is exempt from the Town & Country Plan, DRP staff has found the 
project to be consistent with this plan.  It is being processed under the C-2-DP Zone 
requirements for the reasons cited above, although it is still mostly consistent with the 
C-RU-DP Zone requirements as well.  Minor changes to the project would need to be 
made to conform to C-RU-DP standards, including some changes to over-size parking 
spaces and landscaping.  However, no changes are needed because the project is 
allowed to be reviewed under the previous zoning requirements. 
 
The appellant says, “Chapter VII of the 1986 AV Plan mandates that the County adopt 
new ordinance sections related to the Rural Commercial zoning classification”.  Chapter 
VII of the 1986 AV Plan contains a series of action programs intended to implement 
many of the policies of the 1986 AV Plan, including Action Program 6.2, which is to 
“Adopt new zoning ordinance sections relating to Rural Commercial and Industrial 
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classifications to recognize and provide for the specialized needs of rural area residents 
and businesses.”  The fact that the 1986 AV Plan included an action program to create 
and adopt new zoning ordinance sections for Rural Commercial and Industrial 
classifications does not mean that the Rural Commercial zoning requirements, which 
were not added to the County Code until 2015, can be applied to the project 
retroactively, or that the exemption explicitly listed in Section 22.16.225.A.1 of the 
County Code somehow does not apply.  The fact remains that the subject property was 
in the C-2-DP zone at the time the application was deemed complete on October 8, 
2014 and was changed to the C-RU-DP zone on July 16, 2015.  The exemption is 
applicable to the project, allowing it to be subject to the C-2-DP zone requirements.  
 

5. PROJECT 90368 APPROVAL FROM 1992 
 

The appeal letter says, “The RPC decision approving the Taco Bell project ignored key 
provisions that were imposed when the project was downgraded from a C-3 (Unlimited 
Commercial) zone to a C-2 (Neighborhood Commercial) zone in 1992 at the same time 
a ‘C-Community Commercial’ land use designation was secured for the entire site.”   
 
Project 90368 included CUP 90-368, Tentative Tract (“TR”) Map No. 49911, Zone 
Change (“ZC”) 90-368, and Local Plan Amendment (“LPA”) 90-368.  CUP 90-368 was 
approved on March 25, 1992 by the RPC for a shopping center with a building area of 
83,540 square feet on 8.3 acres along with TR 49911.  TR 49911 was to divide two 
parcels on approximately 21 acres into six commercial lots on 8.3 acres and a 
remainder parcel. The southwesterly 30,000 sf of the project site was not part of the 
shopping center and was to be a future commercial project developed under a separate 
CUP on a lot to be created through TR 49911.  The proposed 30,000 sf lot was part of 
the current Taco Bell site, which has an area of approximately 56,775 sf.  CUP 90-368 
and TR 49911 have since expired and the shopping center was never developed.  CUP 
90-368 required that ZC 90-368 and LPA 90-368 be adopted before it could be used. 
 
ZC 90-368 was adopted by the Board of Supervisors on August 6, 1992, concurrently 
with LPA 90-368.  ZC 90-368 changed the zoning of approximately 21 acres, including 
the current Taco Bell Project Site, from C-3 (Unlimited Commercial), R-3 (Limited-
Multiple Residence), and A-1-10,000 (Light Agricultural, 10,000 Square Foot Minimum 
Required Lot Area) to C-2-DP.  The zoning of the area of the Taco Bell Project changed 
from C-3 to C-2-DP.  The local plan land use category of the Taco Bell site was 
unaffected by LPA 90-368, which changed 3.6 acres from Non-Urban 2 to Community 
Commercial.  The area that was changed under LPA 90-368 was the northeasterly 3.6 
acre portion of the 8.3 acre site approved for the shopping center. 
 
Zone Change 90-368 changed the zoning from C-3 to C-2-DP, and one reason given in 
the staff report was that the C-3 Zone “allows for development of the property for uses 
inconsistent with long range land use goals and objectives of the community”.  It also 
says, “The current zoning of the subject property is inconsistent with the Antelope Valley 
Area Plan land use designation for the site” and “The existing commercial zoning 
permits more urban uses than is intended for the area plan land use goals.  C-3 zoning 
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is not consistent with the community (C-2) land use designation”.  The zone change to 
C-2-DP was clearly influenced by a desire to avoid urban types of land uses that would 
be allowed in C-3 zones but not in C-2.  However, this change would not prohibit a 
drive-through restaurant or another highway-oriented use such as an automobile 
service station, since these uses are permitted in the C-2 zone as well as the C-3 zone.  
The –DP addendum was added to the zone to ensure that a CUP would be required for 
any proposed use.  Finding No. 9 of ZC 90-368 says that the C-2-DP zone “will ensure 
development in a manner that is compatible with the surrounding uses and in accord 
with the needs and desires of the community”.  The C-2-DP Zone does not prohibit 
highway-oriented uses and the CUP, TR, ZC, and LPA conditions do not mention any 
prohibitions or restrictions on highway-oriented uses, drive-through facilities, or fast food 
restaurants.  The Burden of Proof exhibit referred to in the appeal letter does not say 
anything about highway-oriented uses or drive-through uses, which are both allowed 
uses in the C-2 zone.  The scope and impact of the Taco Bell project in 2015 is much 
less than what was approved under CUP 90-368 in 1992.  The 1992 project was for an 
85,340 square foot shopping center, and the approved site plan exhibit for CUP 90-368 
showed that up to 11,000 square feet of restaurant uses would have been allowed 
within the shopping center.  It would have certainly attracted customers from the 
freeway and been reliant on them if it had ever been built.  Traffic impacts also would 
have certainly been far greater.  The recent change in zone to C-RU-DP is certainly 
more appropriate for the area, but the C-RU-DP zone would still be able to 
accommodate the Taco Bell use with a CUP.     
   
DRP staff does not agree with the appellant that the Project is incompatible with the 
surrounding uses.    There are two existing fast food restaurants with drive-through 
facilities nearby as well as other commercial uses.  The local land use plan and zoning 
allow for such use, and it is consistent with all applicable requirements. 
 
The Acton Town Council has made it clear that they oppose businesses with drive-
through facilities and other freeway-oriented businesses.  However, many Acton 
residents have voiced support for the Taco Bell Project.  The Acton Town Council is an 
important voice for the community, but is not the only voice expressing the needs and 
desires of the community.  Few letters were received from the public prior to the RPC 
hearing for the Taco Bell project, which included seven opposed to the project and four 
in favor.  At the hearing 132 opposition letters were submitted by the Acton Town 
Council, which had been signed by shoppers at the Acton Market, and the vast majority 
of them were from Acton residents.  Two more opposition letters were received by DRP 
immediately after the hearing.  Another opposition letter was received by DRP the next 
day.  The project applicant presented a petition with the names of 78 people in favor of 
the project, the vast majority of whom had Acton addresses.  It appears that the Acton 
community is divided in opinion on the merits of the Taco Bell project.  The total number 
of people who have expressed public opposition to the Project by sending letters or 
emails to DRP, either before, during, or after the hearing, up to the present time, is 142, 
excluding correspondence from the Acton Town Council.  The total number of people 
who have publically expressed support for the Project through letters, emails, or signing 
a petition has been 82.  In other words, approximately 63% are opposed and 37% in 
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favor.  However, this is far from a representative or scientifically meaningful sample of 
the Acton population, as fewer than 5% of them actually contacted DRP directly, and 
most were obtained by either project opponents or proponents directly speaking to the 
public to request signatures on either form letters or petitions.  Only one of the 
opposition letters from the public appeared to be spontaneous, since all of the 
opposition letters, with the exception of one email, were identical form letters, although 
a couple of the form letters had some additional comments written in by the signers of 
the letters.  It’s clear that there are many people in Acton who oppose the Project, and 
many who support it, but it remains uncertain how the majority of Acton residents feel 
about the proposed Taco Bell Project.  The RPC evaluated the Taco Bell project based 
on all of the relevant information, including the zoning of the site, the applicable zoning 
code requirements, the applicable plan policies, the information provided by the 
applicant, the recommendations and requirements from County Departments, 
community needs and desires, the characteristics of the project location, surrounding 
uses, public hearing testimony and written comments, and all other pertinent factors. 
   

6. TOWN & COUNTRY PLAN CONSISTENCY AND PROJECT INTENSITY 
 
Although the 2015 Town & Country Plan is not applicable to the Acton Taco Bell Project 
as previously stated, this response is to explain why DRP staff believes the Project is 
consistent with this plan.  Chapter 7 of the Town & Country Plan contains community-
specific land use polices for Acton on Pages COMM-3 through COMM-6.  It does not 
prohibit traffic signals from being installed in Acton, although it “strongly discourages” 
them within the Acton rural town center and “discourages” them in the area where the 
project is located, which is a Rural Commercial area outside of the rural town center.  
No traffic signals are proposed or required for the Project.  
 
The Project Site is not located within the rural town center.  The Acton rural town center 
is defined as the area along Crown Valley Road between Soledad Canyon Road and 
Gillespie Avenue.  The Acton town center area is located approximately 1.6 miles south 
of the Project Site.  The Project Site is located within the Rural Commercial (“CR”) area 
on the Land Use Policy Map of the Town & Country Plan.  The CR land use category 
allows “limited, low-intensity commercial uses that are compatible with rural and 
agricultural activities, including retail, restaurants, and personal and professional offices; 
residential and commercial mixed uses.”  The section of the plan specific to Acton says, 
“Some areas outside the rural town center area have also been designated as Rural 
Commercial (CR) to acknowledge existing uses and to provide additional commercial 
services and employment opportunities.  The intent of these designations is to allow 
low-intensity local commercial uses that serve community residents and to prohibit high-
intensity regional commercial uses that serve travelers along State Route 14.” 
 
The Town & Country Plan policy for Acton requires that “New buildings in these CR 
designations shall also be limited to two stories in height, shall include Old West design 
elements with earth tone colors at a pedestrian scale, and shall be linked to surrounding 
rural town center areas through trails and pedestrian routes.  Pedestrian routes shall 
have permeable paving, consistent with rural community character, instead of concrete 
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sidewalks.  Development in these CR designations that would require the installation of 
urban infrastructure, such as concrete curbs and gutters, street lights, and traffic 
signals, shall be discouraged as this does not fit with the community’s unique rural 
character and identity.” 
 
The Acton Taco Bell is designed with an Old West architectural style that complies with 
the Acton CSD requirements and the applicable Town & Country Plan policies.  The 
project includes trails that connect to the existing trail network and that have been 
reviewed and approved by the County Department of Parks and Recreation (“DPR”).  
DPW has reviewed the Project location, the Project design, and applicable DPW 
requirements. The Project is subject to the standard rural major highway improvements 
on Sierra Highway, including a four-foot concrete inverted shoulder.  Public Works also 
requires a standard rural section with asphalt concrete (“AC”) inverted shoulders and 
applicable pavement widening on Crown Valley Road and a 35-foot curb return radius 
consisting of barrier curb and gutter, and a curb ramp at the corner that meets with 
Americans with Disabilities Act requirements to the satisfaction of Public Works.  
Additionally, the project is required by Public Works to provide adequate curb and gutter 
transitions from the required AC inverted shoulder along Crown Valley Road to the full 
curb face around the curb return to concrete inverted shoulder along Sierra Highway.  
The improvements required by Public Works for the Project are their standard 
requirements for rural locations such as this site.  The DPW requirements are detailed 
in their letter dated September 10, 2015.  The required improvements are suitable for 
the rural character of the area and are consistent with the Town & Country Plan policies. 
 
The appeal letter states that “the ‘Town & Country’ Plan specifically prohibits high-
intensity commercial uses that serve freeway travelers” and also that “the RPC 
incorrectly concluded that the Taco Bell project was consistent with the ‘Town and 
Country’ Plan by wrongly finding that it is neither a ‘high intensity’ nor a ‘freeway 
serving’ use”.  The Town & Country Plan does not in fact prohibit all freeway-oriented 
commercial uses in Acton, only those that are high-intensity and regional uses.  RPC 
finding No. 37 stated that it was not a high-intensity use and findings No. 37 and 38  
stated that it was not a regional use.  However, none of the findings stated that it was 
not a freeway-oriented use as claimed by the appellant. 
 
In the findings it is noted that the project will not have significant traffic impacts or 
require urban-style off-site improvements and will be small in size, with an area of 2,029 
square feet and a floor area ratio (“FAR”) of 0.04, well below the maximum FAR allowed 
of 0.5.  The appeal letter claims that the FAR is the only metric used by DRP to assess 
whether the use is high-intensity, which is incorrect.  The findings clearly stated that the 
Project was not considered high-intensity because of the fact that urban-style 
improvements were not required.  
 
The appeal letter argues that the Taco Bell use is a high-intensity use based on the fact 
that fast food businesses have some of the highest trip generation rates per unit area 
according to the Institute of Traffic Engineers (“ITE”).  The intensity of a use is affected 
by many factors, and trip generation rates, the type of use, noise, parking requirements, 
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size, off-site improvement requirements, and other factors need to be taken into 
consideration in analyzing the relative intensity of land uses. 
 
According to the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition, a fast food restaurant with a 
drive-through window generates approximately 32.65 trips per 1,000 square feet of 
building area during the PM peak hour.  The Taco Bell Restaurant, with an area of 
2,029 square feet, would generate approximately 66 trips during the PM peak hour 
according to this data.  A quick analysis of the surrounding uses based on ITE PM Peak 
Hour trip estimates reveals that six existing properties within a 500-foot radius have 
higher trip generation rates than the proposed Taco Bell.  These uses include the 
McDonald’s drive-through restaurant (156 trips), Jack-in-the-Box drive-through 
restaurant (87 trips), the 17,152 square foot commercial center to the southeast (83 
trips), the mixed commercial property to the west with buildings totaling 41,129 square 
feet (365 trips), the public library (79 trips), and the Shell Station/Convenience store to 
the southwest (166 trips).  The Arco station/convenience store south of the freeway 
(108 trips) is more than 500 feet away, but it also has a higher trip generation rate 
based on the ITE PM peak hour figures.    Even when accounting for the ITE trip 
generation rates, DRP has determined the proposed Taco Bell use is lesser in intensity 
than many of the existing uses in the immediate area.      
 
A comparison of the project approved in 1992 under CUP 90-368 to the current Taco 
Bell Project using the current ITE PM trip generation standards was made by DRP staff.  
CUP 90-368 was approved for an 83,540 sf shopping center on 8.3 acres (which was 
not built), which included the current Taco Bell site and surrounding areas.  Based on 
the uses listed on the project plans from 1992, the Ralphs supermarket alone would 
generate 440 trips during the PM peak hour (at 46,375 sf and 9.48 trips/1,000 sf).  The 
1992 plans listed up to 11,000 square feet of restaurant uses, which would generate 
approximately 82 trips using the rate for quality restaurants (7.49 trips/1,000 sf).  The 
remaining shops would generate approximately 96 trips using the 3.71 trips/1,000 sf 
shopping center rate.  The total for the property would be approximately 618 trips during 
the PM peak hour.  The rate would be even higher if it included coffee shops, fast food 
restaurants, pharmacies, or other uses with relatively high trip generation rates.  Even if 
only the two restaurant uses shown on the elevation plans were developed, and the 
remaining space was the supermarket and shops, the overall trip generation for the 
property would still be 590 trips during the PM peak hour.  This does not include trips 
that would be generated on the 30,000 square foot corner parcel, which would have 
needed a separate CUP.  This compares to approximately 66 PM peak hour trips for 
Taco Bell.  The ITE rate calculations show a lower trip generation for the current Taco 
Bell project in comparison with the shopping center project approved in 1992.  Although 
fast food restaurants have a relatively high trip generation rate, the relatively small size 
of the Taco Bell means that its overall trip generation estimate is significantly less than 
many other existing uses in the surrounding area and for the shopping center use that 
had previously been approved in the same location.  It also will not exceed the 
thresholds to require urban-style improvements.  Therefore, DRP staff does not 
consider the Project to be a high-intensity use. 
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A small restaurant such as the proposed Taco Bell is not a regional use.  Even though it 
may attract customers travelling on the freeway between Santa Clarita and Palmdale, or 
from other more distant locations, such customers are not likely to take a long trip 
simply to stop at Taco Bell or a similar restaurant.  They may stop there on the way to 
visiting another destination, but it would still not be considered a regional use.  For 
example, a resident of Santa Clarita, Palmdale, or Lancaster would be unlikely to make 
a trip to Acton solely or primarily to purchase food at the Acton Taco Bell, since there 
are closer Taco Bell restaurants for residents of those cities.  Someone travelling 
between a job in Santa Clarita and a home in Palmdale may choose to stop at the Acton 
Taco Bell if they want to purchase a meal on the way home from work, but they would 
not otherwise be likely to make the trip.  The same person could easily visit other Taco 
Bell locations or other comparable restaurants in either Palmdale or Lancaster and 
would not likely make a trip to Acton simply to go to Taco Bell unless they were already 
planning to drive through Acton or to visit Acton for some other reason.  Therefore, it is 
not truly a regional use.  Because it will serve people driving on the freeway, it would be 
accurate to characterize the business as a predominantly highway-oriented business.  
Highway-oriented businesses are not necessarily regional uses.  Some examples of 
regional uses would be large shopping centers designed to attract customers from a 
broad area or a large factory or office complex which draws employees from a wide 
area. 
 
The appeal letter states that the 1980 General Plan and 1986 AV Plan don’t allow any 
commercial uses in Acton except for local commercial uses.  This is not accurate, for 
reasons discussed more fully in the previous response to item # 2.  The policies on 
pages III-34 and III-35 of the 1980 General Plan cited in the appeal letter are not 
applicable, for the reasons explained in the previous response to item # 2.  The appeal 
letter fails to note that the Non-Urban land use category of the 1980 General Plan 
specifically allows for highway-oriented uses (page III-24), and that the referenced 
policies were superseded by the 1986 AV Plan for the Project area, or that the 1986 AV 
Plan allows for highway-oriented uses within the Community Commercial land use 
category (page VI-6). 
 
Although the proposed Taco Bell will primarily serve customers arriving from the 14 
Freeway, it appears that a significant percentage of customers will be residents of Acton 
and neighboring communities.  Page 27 of the traffic study includes a diagram (Figure 
3-A) showing the distribution of trips generated by the project, including both trips to and 
from the project site.  It shows that 80% of the total trips would be to or from the 
freeway.  The remaining 20% of trips would be to or from Acton or surrounding 
communities on other roads.  According to this table, each of the following locations 
would generate 5% of total project trips: Crown Valley Road north of the site, Crown 
Valley Road South of the 14 Freeway, Sierra Highway west of Crown Valley Road, and 
Sierra Highway east of Crown Valley Road, for a cumulative total of 20%.  Some of the 
trips from the west side of Sierra Highway may be from Agua Dulce or other 
communities beyond Acton, but it appears likely that Acton residents would generate a 
substantial part of the 20% of the trips that are not from the freeway.  It also seems 
quite likely that at least some of the future drivers arriving at or departing from the Taco 
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Bell on the freeway will include Acton residents or employees who stop at Taco Bell 
after returning to Acton on the freeway from elsewhere or who stop there before 
heading somewhere else.  Some equestrians, bicyclists, and pedestrians residing or 
working in Acton would also be likely to patronize the Taco Bell, which would not be 
reflected in the traffic study, so the percentage of Taco Bell’s customers who are Acton 
residents, or who work in Acton, could well exceed 20%.    
 
According to the 2010 U.S. Census, the Acton Census Designated Place (“CDP”) has a 
population of 7,596.  It appears that the population of Acton is sufficiently large that 
Acton residents would likely make up a significant percentage of its overall customers, 
although still a minority.  The percentage of Taco Bell customers who will be Acton 
residents is unclear, but 20% appears to be a fair estimate, based mainly on the trip 
distribution figures.  U.S. Census figures show that the Acton CDP’s population 
increased from 1,471 in 1990 to 2,390 in 2000, and the population then more than 
tripled in the following decade to 7,596 in 2010.  The Acton CDP expanded significantly 
in geographic area between 2000 and 2010, so the actual population growth of the area 
was not as dramatic as it would appear from these statistics.  However, Census Tract 
9108.04, which includes the Project Site, increased in population from 2,502 to 3,295 
from 2000 to 2010, a gain of over 31%.  The boundaries of this census tract did not 
change during this time period.   No more recent population estimates are available, but 
it appears likely that the population of Acton has continued to grow and will continue to 
do so.  Therefore, the percentage of customers who are local residents will probably 
increase over time.  An estimated 25 to 30 jobs would be provided by the Taco Bell, 
according to the project applicant, and many, if not most of these positions could 
potentially be filled by Acton residents.  The Taco Bell will provide job opportunities for 
residents in the Acton community as well as provide an additional restaurant choice.  It 
will be a predominantly highway-oriented business, but will also serve the Acton 
community.  Highway-oriented businesses and local community-serving businesses are 
not mutually exclusive, and any business located 200 feet from a freeway exit is likely to 
attract a substantial share of its customer base from people who arrive from the 
freeway.  The Community Commercial category of the 1986 AV Plan allows both types 
of businesses, and those businesses that may rely on both categories of customers.     
 

7. TRAFFIC STUDY   
 

The appeal letter says that the “traffic study fails to properly consider all the county-
approved projects within Acton located in the vicinity of the Taco Bell business” and 
specifically mentions Tract Map No. 43526, Tract Map No. 52883 and the “Country 
Feed” commercial development.  The final map for Tract Map No. 43526 was recorded 
in 1989 for 136 lots.  Based on recent aerial images, these lots remain vacant and the 
streets shown on the recorded map have not been improved.  This tract is located 
nearly a mile to the south of the Project and on the opposite side of the freeway.  It’s not 
known why these lots have not been developed.  Tract Map No. 52883 was tentatively 
approved in 2001 for 71 lots on a 148-acre site nearly one mile north of the Project site, 
along with a hillside CUP (CUP 99-014).  No final map has been recorded for this tract, 
but the tentative map is still active due to time extensions resulting from state 
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legislation.  Records show that the next extension expires on April 23, 2016 unless it is 
further extended.  It is unclear at this time whether the developer intends to seek a time 
extension or record a final map for this project, or if the state legislature will grant 
another blanket extension for such projects.  It has been over 14 years since the 
tentative map was approved and the map could potentially expire in 2016 or be 
extended further.  
 
The appeal letter refers to a “Country Feed” project which has been approved by the 
County but which was allegedly excluded from the traffic study.  This appears to be a 
reference to Project R2014-00881, which includes a new 3,300 square foot Primo 
Burger drive-through restaurant and a 6,000 square foot feed store located west of 
Crown Valley Road on the south side of Sierra Highway.  The feed store will replace the 
existing Country Club Feed and Supply store, which is currently located at the Taco Bell 
Project Site.  In fact, this project was included in the traffic study.  However, the Project 
has not been approved by the county and has not yet been scheduled for public 
hearing. 
 
Since Tract No. 43526 remains undeveloped 26 years after the map was recorded and 
since Tract No. 52883 has gone over 14 years since tentative map approval without 
recording a final map, and since it does not appear likely to have a final map recorded 
anytime in the near future, it doesn’t appear likely that these projects will have any 
impact on traffic patterns in the area any time soon, if ever.   
        

8. TRAILS   
 
The multi-use (equestrian, hiking and mountain biking) trails on the Project Site were 
reviewed and approved by the Department of Parks and Recreation (“DPR”) in its letter 
dated July 9, 2015, which set required conditions for the trails.  Portions of the trails are 
narrower than the standard width, but DPR has flexibility in applying the guidelines 
depending on site-specific circumstances.  DPR felt that a narrowing of the trail near the 
driveway entrance on Sierra Highway was appropriate in the interest of safety to help 
slow trail users down in that area as they approach the driveway crossing.  The trails as 
proposed will be sufficient to meet the trail requirements of DPR and there is no need to 
redesign the trails.   
 

9. CEQA EXEMPTION 
 
The appeal letter claims the project does not qualify for a Class 3 categorical 
exemption, or any categorical exemption, under the California Environmental Quality 
Act (“CEQA”).  This is based on the claim that the Taco Bell Project will generate 
significant cumulative traffic impacts and create traffic levels beyond the point where 
traffic signals are required for mitigation.  It also claims that the Taco Bell Project is 
inconsistent with virtually every General Plan and Area Plan policy adopted by the 
County over the last 35 years and is therefore ineligible for a categorical exemption 
under CEQA. 
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Categorical exemptions are discussed in Article 19 of the Guidelines for CEQA, in the 
California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3 (Sections 15300 through 15387).  A 
Class 3 categorical exemption for New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures 
applies to a restaurant or similar commercial structure not exceeding 2,500 square feet 
in floor area in nonurban areas that are not environmentally sensitive and where all 
necessary public services and facilities are available (Section 15303 (c)).  The Project 
Site is not in an environmentally sensitive area and all necessary public services and 
facilities are available.  In Section 15300.2 of the CEQA Guidelines there is a list of 
exceptions to the categorical exemptions.  These include locations that have been 
mapped as environmentally sensitive areas, cumulative impacts, significant effects, 
scenic highways, hazardous waste sites and historical resources.  None of these 
conditions is applicable to the Taco Bell Project, and therefore the project does qualify 
for a categorical exemption.  The appellant claims that the cumulative impacts will be 
significant and that there will be significant effects from the traffic.  However, this  
statement is not supported by the traffic study or by DPW’sreview and subsequent 
concurrence with the findings of the traffic study.  No significant traffic impacts were 
identified based on the established methodology currently in use by DPW and 
consistent with CEQA requirements. Therefore, no traffic mitigation measures were 
required of the project.  
 
The statement that the Taco Bell Project is inconsistent with the applicable plan policies 
is false, as previously explained in detail in the responses to items #1 and 2 and in other 
sections of this response.  The Taco Bell Project is consistent with the applicable land 
use policies contained in the 1986 AV Plan.  It is also consistent with the 2015 Town & 
Country Plan policies, even though it is exempt from that plan, based on the fact that it 
was deemed complete prior to the effective date of the current plan.  The Project will not 
result in significant effects on the environment, including cumulative impacts, based on 
the analyses that have been done for the Project by the various County departments.  
The Project is eligible for a Class 3 categorical exemption under CEQA.  
 

10. SEPTIC SYSTEM    
 
The Department of Public Health (“DPH”) regulates septic systems.  DPH has been 
consulted on the Project and issued a letter on April 15, 2015 recommending approval 
of the CUP.  The design and installation of the on-site wastewater treatment system 
shall conform to the requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(“RWQCB”).  The Project must obtain a Waste Discharge Requirement Permit from 
RWQCB prior to obtaining a building permit.  The septic system must comply with all 
applicable DPH and RWQCB requirements before it can begin operating.             
               
CONCLUSION 
 
The appeal letter includes many errors and factually incorrect statements, as explained 
in the preceding detailed responses, and does not accurately reflect the policies of 
adopted County plans.  A CUP is a discretionary permit, and the decision maker, which 
in this case was the RPC, needs to carefully and fairly weigh the evidence both for and 
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against a project, particularly when there is a significant difference of opinion or 
controversy surrounding a project.  DRP staff believes the applicable Plan policies, 
Zoning Code requirements, CSD requirements, and all other applicable requirements 
are met by the Acton Taco Bell Project, and that the RPC made the correct decision in 
approving the Project and that the appeal should be denied by the Board of Supervisors 
and that the Project request should be approved.   
 
For further information, please contact Richard Claghorn at (213) 974-6443 or at 
rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov. 
  
    
 
 
 
Prepared by Richard Claghorn, Principal Regional Planning Assistant, Zoning Permits North Section 
November 5, 2015 
 
Reviewed by Robert Glaser, Supervising Regional Planner, Zoning Permits North Section 
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Los Angeles Countv 
""" -

Department of Regional Planning 
Planning.for rhe Challenges Ahead 

September 15, 2015 

TO: 

FROM: 

Pat Modugno, Chair 
Stephanie Pincetl, Vice Chair 
Esther L. Valadez, Commissioner 
David W. Louie, Commissioner 
Curt Pedersen, Commissioner 

-;((! 
Richard Claghorn 
Zoning Permits North Section 

Project No. R2014-02996-Conditional Use Permit No. 201400142 
RPC Meeting: September 16, 2015-Agenda Item: 7 

Director 

The above-mentioned item is a request to authorize the establishment and operation of a Taco 
Bell restaurant, including drive-through facilities, within the C-2-DP (Neighborhood Business­
Development Program) Zone, the Soledad Zoned District and the Acton Community Standards 
District. 

Please find enclosed a copy of a technical memorandum from Trames Solutions, the project's 
traffic engineering consultant, that was received subsequent to the hearing package submittal to 
the Regional Planning Commission. This memorandum includes a summary of revised traffic 
calculations using the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) method, in response to concerns from 
the Acton Town Council. It concluded that the two area intersections will continue to operate at 
acceptable levels of service at peak hours based on the analysis using the HCM methodology. 
The memorandum was submitted to the Department of Public Works Traffic and Lighting 
Division, which forwarded it to the Department of Regional Planning and the Acton Town 
Council. A 15-page letter opposing the project was received from Jacqueline Ayers of the Acton 
Town Council today and it is also being included in this package. 

If you need further information, please contact Richard Claghorn at (213) 974-6435 or 
rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov. Department office hours are Monday through Thursday from 
7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. The Department is closed on Fridays. 

RG:RC 

Enclosure(s): memorandum from Trames Solutions and letter from Jacqueline Ayers 

320 West Temple Street• Los Angeles, CA 9001 2 • 213 -974-64 11•Fax: 213-626-0434 •TDD: 213-617-2292 
CC.012914 



TRAMES SOLUTIONS INC. 

August27,2015 

Mr. Chris Czyz 
First Street Development 
2929 E. Camelback Rd., Suite 116 
Phoenix, AZ 85016 

100 E San Marcos Blvd. Ste 
400 
San Marcos, CA 92069 
(760) 291 - 1400 

Subject: Acton Taco Bell Response to Comments (0231M0001) 

Dear Mr. Czyz: 

Trames Solutions Inc. is pleased to submit the following supplemental analysis for the 

traffic study prepared for the proposed Acton Taco Bell project. The traffic study dated 

March 2, 2015 was reviewed and approved by Los Angeles County. Comments have 

been provided by the Acton Community that requests that the analysis of the unsignalized 

intersections in the County be evaluated using the Highway Capacity Manual 

methodology. The County requires that the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) 

methodology be used for analysis purposes. However, to address the concerns of the 

Acton Community, the following analysis has been prepared using the HCM methodology. 

The HCM defines level of service as a qualitative measure, which describes operational 

conditions within a traffic stream, generally in terms of such factors as speed and travel 

time, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, comfort and convenience, and safety. 

The criteria used to evaluate Level of Service (LOS) conditions vary based on the type 

of roadway and whether the traffic flow is considered interrupted or uninterrupted. The 

HCM methodology expresses the level of service at an intersection in terms of delay 

time for the various intersection approaches. The HCM uses different procedures 

depending on the type of intersection control. The HCM analysis has been performed 

using the Traffic 8.0 R1 software. 

The calculation of level of service is dependent on the occurrence of gaps occurring in the 

traffic flow of the main street. Using data collected describing the intersection 

configuration and traffic volumes at the study area locations; the level of service has been 

Trames #0231-0001-06 



Mr. Chris Czyz 
First Street Development 
August27,2015 
Page2 

calculated. The level of service criteria for this type of intersection analysis is based on 

average total delay per vehicle for the worst minor street movement(s). 

The levels of service are defined for the unsignalized methodology as follows: 

AVERAGE TOTAL DELAY PER 
VEHICLE 

LEVEL OF 
(SECONDS) 

SERVICE UN SIGNALIZED 

A 0 to 10.00 

B 10.01 to 15.00 

c 15.01 to 25.00 

D 25.01 to 35.00 

E 35.01 to 50.00 

F 50.01 and up 

Table 1 summarizes the traffic conditions analyzed in the traffic study for the intersections 

under the County's jurisdiction. Utilizing the ICU methodology, the intersections were 

forecast to operate at acceptable levels of service during the peak hours. Similarly, the 

analysis utilizing the HCM methodology also indicates that the intersections will operate at 

acceptable levels of service during the peak hours. It should be noted that the results 

identified in Table 1 were based on eliminating the pass-by reduction as requested by 

County Staff. This reflects a conservative analysis since most fast-food restaurants have a 

pass by reduction of up to 50%. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Trames Solutions Inc. 

Scott Sato, P.E. 
Senior Associate 
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Traffic 
ID Intersection Control 1 

1 Crown Valley Rd./Sierra Hwy. 

~is ting AWS 

Ex~ting+Project AWS 

Existing..Cumulalive+Project AWS 

2 Crown Valley RdJAntelope Woods Rd. 

Existing css 
Existing.Project css 
Existing..Cumulative+Project css 

1 AWS =All Way Stop; CSS = Cross Street Stop 

TABLE 1 

INTERSECTION ANALYSIS FOR 
EXISTIG AND FUTURE CONDITIONS 

lntef'Section A1 oroach Lanes z 

Northboood Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
L T R L T R L T R L T R 

1 1 1 1 1 0 1 2 0 1 1 0 

1 1 1 1 1 0 1 2 0 1 1 0 

1 1 1 1 1 0 1 2 0 1 1 0 

1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 

1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 

1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 

ICU' 
(secs.) 

AM PM 

0.48 0.42 

0.51 0.43 

0.59 0.51 

0.47 0.31 

0.47 0.31 

0.48 0.31 

2 When a right tum is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped. To function as a right tum lane there must be 
sufficient width for right turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes. 

Level of Delay • Level of 

Service (secs.) Service 
AM PM AM PM AM PM 

A A 12.4 11.2 B B 

A A 12.9 11.5 B B 

A A 15.9 13.4 c B 

A A 13.8 14.0 B B 

A A 13.9 14.1 8 B 

A A 14.0 14.2 B B 

L = Left; T =Through; R = Righi; 1 ! =Shared Left-Through-Right Lane; 0.5 = Shared Lane; d =Defac1o Right Tum Lane;!= Lane Improvement (Project Driveway) 
3 ICU = Intersection Capacity Utilization • Methodology 
4 Delay = Highway Capacity Methodology {HCM} 



Richard Claghorn, Planner 
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 
Electronic Submittal of fifteen (15) pages 
(sent to RClaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov) 

and 

The Regional Planning Commission 
3 20 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Electronic Submittal of fifteen (15) pages 
(sent to Commission Secretary rruiz@planning.lacounty.gov) 

September 15, 2015 

Subject: The Staff Report and Hearing Package Prepared for the Taco Bell/First Street 
Development Proposal in Acton. 

Jleferences: September 16, 2015 Regional Planning Commission Meeting Agenda Item #7. 
Project Number R2014-02996; RCUP # T2014-00142. 

Dear Commissioners and Mr. Claghorn; 

I have reviewed the Staff Report included in Hearing Package prepared by the Department 
of Regional Planning ("'DRP•) for the referenced Agenda Item, and am substantially 
concerned by the errors that it contains. I am equally concerned by the substantive 
information that it omits and the lack ofresponse provided to issues and matters raised by 
the Acton Town Council. Though I have not completed my evaluation of the entire Hearing 
Package, I have attached a summary of the concerns found thus far, which I submit today in 
the hope that there is sufficient time for you to review before the hearing. If you have any 
questions or wish further clariflca tion of the issues presented below, please do not hesitate 
to email meat AirSpectal@aol.com. 

Sincerely, 

j acqueline Ayer 
Acton resident AND 
0 pponent of the Taco Bell drive-through development proposed in Acton 



THE STAFF REPORT INCORRECTLY SUMMARIZES THE SITE ZONING HISTORY AND 
OMITS KEY DECISIONAL FACTORS IN THE REZONE APPROVAL. 
The staff report states that NThis Zone Change was done as part of Project 90368, which 
included CUP 90-368, which was approved on March 25, 1992 for a 30,000 square foot retail 
center on an 8.3 acre site, including the current Project Site" [see page 3, paragraph 2). This is 
incorrect. The 30,000 square foot retail center referred to here (which underlies the proposed 
Taco Bell drive-through project) was not part of the retail center CUP approved in Case #90-368 
[see Finding #3 in RPC hearing package]. Records indicate it was also excluded in Case #93-
118. In fact, it does not appear that this 30,000 square foot area was ever approved for any 
commercial development other than the existing commercial building constructed in the 1920's. 
The 30,000 square foot area was only included in the zone change and plan amendment 
actions in Case #90-368. These actions modified the Taco Bell site as follows: 1) It secured a 
"Community Commercial" land use designation; 2) It downgraded the zoning from C-3 (unlimited 
commercial) to C-2 (neighborhood commercial); and 3) It added the "-DP" addendum to 
specifically ensure that any commercial development on the site would be in accord with the 
needs and desires of the community. 

The staff report also includes an incorrect and incomplete summary of events surrounding the 
approval of Case# 90-368 and the subsequent denial of CUP 93-118. The report erroneously 
states [page 3] that ucup 90-368 was never used", and that wcup 93-118 was filed in 1993 for a 
market with beer and wine sales at the current Project Site, but this permit was withdrawn on 
March 8, 1994". This is incorrect. The following facts were obtained from BOS and RPC 
records and historical data: Before Case #90-368 was approved by the RPG, the developer 
assured the community that the proposed commercial structures and development plan would 
include a community-serving market and other locally needed retail businesses such as a 
pharmacy that were not freeway-oriented and which 1) Were secured by a C-2 "Neighborhood 
Commercial" zoning designation to ensure the development was community-serving and not 
freeway-serving; 2) Would have limited hours of operation; and 3) Would be subject to a 
"Director's Review" process which would rely substantially on community input on proposed 
tenancies. All of these commitments were made to ensure that only neighborhood-oriented 
development intended to serve the community would be approved on the project site, and they 
are embodied in the RPC's ZC Finding #9 adopted by the BOS which states: "The use of the 
recommended "DP" addendum along with the required conditional use permit and the 
recommended change from C-3 on a portion of the property to C-2·DP will ensure development 
in a manner that is compatible with the surrounding land uses and in accord with the needs and 
desires of the community." It was based solely on these commitments made by the developer 
that the community did not oppose Case #90-638 at the RPC hearing. However, sometime 
during the 4 months following the RPC's approval of Case #90-368, the community learned that 
the development restrictions previously agreed to were no longer acceptable to the developer, 
that the development would be designed and operated to serve the freeway, and it would 
operate 24 hours per day without limit or restriction on the hours of operation. On that basis it 
was opposed by residents at the BOS hearing, which caused confusion because the BOS had 
the impression that the community supported the project. For the sole purpose of "using" CUP 
90-368, the developer applied for a liquor license under CUP 93-118, at which point the 
Community renewed its opposition to the development in general, and the liquor license in 
particular. Apparently, more than one hundred Acton residents attended the 1993 RPG hearing 



on Case #93-118, which was denied. The staff report errs in stating that the permit requested 
under Case# 93-118 was withdrawn by the applicant; it was never withdrawn and was in fact 
denied. Subsequently, the applicant filed an appeal with the BOS and requested a de novo 
hearing, but then withdrew this request in early 1994. Without a liquor license, the applicant 
chose not to pursue the commercial development authorized under CUP 90-368. 

All of this history and the findings adopted by the RPC and subsequently by the BOS are 
substantially relevant to the Taco Bell proposal now before the Commission, yet none of it is 
reflected in the staff report, which gives the impression that community participation in Case 
#90-368 and CUP 93-228 was negligible. The fact is, Case #90-368 was a transformative event 
for the community of Acton, because it brought into sharp focus the fact that Acton residents 
cannot rely upon developer commitments to secure the low-intensity, community-centered 
commercial development that was guaranteed for Acton by the County in the 1986 AV Area 
Plan and further secured in the newly adopted ''Town and Country" ("AV Area") Plan. For this 
reason, the Community of Acton has actively, resoundingly, and steadfastly opposed each and 
every freeway-dependent commercial development that has been brought to the Commission 
since Case #90-638. The Community has also actively, firmly, and steadfastly supported 
commercial development in Acton that is clearly community-dependent and resident-serving. 

The community-dependent development restrictions imposed by the rezone decision in Case 
#90-368 still exist today and they must inform and direct the Commission's decision in RCUP 
#T2014-00142. The developer is aware of these restrictions and of Acton's unwavering 
commitment to ensure they are implemented. Nonetheless, and despite the project zoning 
history and community concerns, the developer unabashedly proposes a commuter-serving 
commercial development that is entirely freeway-dependent and specifically configured as such. 

TACO BELL IS A "HIGHWAY ORIENTED COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT" THAT IS 
INCONSISTENT WITH A "COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL" LAND USE DESIGNATION. 
On page 4, the staff report states that the project site is located within the Community 
Commercial land use category of the 1986 AV Area Plan, and that "the subject Taco Bell 
restaurant is considered to be consistent with this land use category of the 1986 Area Plan". 
This statement is contrary to the Commercial Land Use Policy Classifications established by the 
1986 AV Area Plan [see page Vl-6], which addresses the commercial land uses that are 
recognized by the plan. As evidenced by the plain language of the plan, the proposed Taco Bell 
drive-through project does not meet the "Community Commercial" land use designation 
requirements. To the contrary, it is designated as a "Highway-Oriented Commercial" land use 
because it is a roadside facility that is devoted entirely to "serving the traveling public". Though 
this distinction is discussed further below, it is noted here that the Taco Bell project is clearly not 
a "Community Commercial" land use that is "intended to serve adjoining neighborhoods", as 
evidenced by the project traffic study which indicates that neighborhood residents would 
comprise less than 1% of the project customer base even if they all visited Taco Bell at least 
once per month. None of these facts are addressed or even mentioned in the staff report, which 
must be revised to properly identify the proposed Taco Bell project as a "Highway Oriented 
Commercial" land use which is distinctly different from, and intrinsically incompatible with, the 
property's underlying "Community Commercial" land use designation". 
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PURSUANT TO THE 1986 AV AREA PLAN, THE PROPOSED TACO BELL PROJECT JS 
SUBJECT TO THE RURAL COMMERCIAL ZONING ORDINANCE. 
The Community of Acton is a ''Designated Rural Community" under the 1986 AV Area Plan. 
Therefore, any commercial development in Acton which seeks authorization under the 1986 AV 
Area Plan must comply with the rural protection policies contained in the Plan, as well as the 
policy implementation programs mandated by the Plan. The Implementation Program (referred 
to as the "Action Plan") that was adopted in the 1986 AV Area Plan is found in Chapter Vll, and 
it requires that general plan policies pertaining to rural communities like Acton be implemented 
through the adoption of a "Rural Commercial" zoning ordinance to "recognize and provide for 
the special needs of rural residents". Fortunately, the County recently adopted such an 
ordinance [section 22.28.350, et seq.]. Therefore, and through operation of Chapter VII of the 
1986 AV Area Plan, the proposed Taco Bell drive through project is subject to this "Rural 
Commercial" zoning ordinance, which requires (among other things) a CUP for any proposed 
"drive-through" services. Notably, the applicant has not applied for a CUP to authorize the drive­
through element of the proposed Taco Bell project, therefore the "drive-through" element of the 
proposed Taco Bell project cannot be approved. 

"INTENSITY OF COMMERCIAL USE" IS NOT THE SAME AS "INTENSITY OF 
COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT" 
Page 5 of the staff report states that the "CR land use category's purpose is for 'Limited, low­
intensity commercial uses that are compatible with rural and agricultural activities, including 
retail, restaurants, and personal and professional offices". Then, and without further analysis. 
the staff report simply declares that "The proposed restaurant use is consistent with this 
category". The facts show otherwise. As a preliminary comment, it is appears that staff have 
confused the w intensity of a commercial development" with the "intensity of a commercial use", 
and mistakenly use these terms interchangeably. To clarify: the "intensity of a commercial 
development" (referred to as wdevelopment intensity" in the new Countywide General Plan, and 
"non-residential density" in the new AV Area Plan) pertains to the size of commercial 
development in relation to the land. It is typically quantified by a ratio of the commercial floor 
space to the lot area and identified as the "floor to area ratio" - or WFAR". Conversely, the 
uintensity of a commercial use" refers to the level of activity (i.e. noise, traffic, pollution, etc.) that 
the use generates, and it is dependent on the type of use, not the size of use. For example, a 
2,000 sq. ft. commercial fast food "drive-through" project which generates more than 1,000 
vehicle trips per day is a uhigh-intensity commercial use" compared to a similarly sized 
commercial office project which generates only 40 vehicle trips per day. The distinction 
between the "Intensity of development" and the "intensity of use" is clearly set forth in 
California's Planning and Zoning Statutes1

, and it is a crucial factor in determining whether or 
not a proposed development meets the "low-intensity commercial use" restriction established for 
Acton in the new AV Area Plan. 

1 California Government Code Section 65850 recognizes that the "Intensity" of a land use is separate and distinct 
from "the percentage of a lot that can be occupied by a building· and is also different from the "size of buildings or 
structures". 
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To determine whether a proposed project is indeed a "low intensity commercial use", it is first 
necessary to identify a parameter which properly measures the "intensity" of a commercial use. 
Given that the "intensity" of a commercial use correlates directly with the human activity at the 
commercial use, it seems traffic generation is the most appropriate parameter for this 
determination. Small (2,000 sq. ft.) medical offices, clothing stores, and nice cafes are 
reasonable examples of the "retail, restaurant, and personal and professional office" uses 
contemplated by the CR land use category, and these uses generate traffic levels ranging from 
70 to 180 vehicle trips per day according to the Institute of Traffic Engineers2 ("JTE"). Thus, a 
reasonable threshold for establishing what constitutes a "low-intensity commercial use" in Acton 
is s200 vehicle trips per day. Applying this threshold to the proposed Taco Bell drive-through 
business, and using ITE traffic data, it becomes instantly obvious that the proposed Taco Bell 
drive-through project is not a "low-intensity commercial use" at all. To the contrary, it will 
generate more than 1,000 vehicle trips per day, which is 500% greater than other commercial 
uses of similar size. 

Among all the commercial uses that have been analyzed by ITE, fast food businesses are 
demonstrated to be the highest intensity uses and are second only to convenience stores 
because they generate the highest traffic loads per unit area. ITE data establish that fast food 
businesses such as the proposed Taco Bell drive-through project are clearly not "low-intensity 
commercial uses". In fact, they are the antithesis of "low-intensity commercial uses" and are 
NOT consistent with the CR land use category. 

To further illustrate the fact that the "intensity of a commercial development" (or FAR) has little 
bearing on the "intensity of a commercial use", staff is reminded that up to 80% of Taco Bell's 
customers will use the •drive-through" window3, therefore, it is the "drive through" element of the 
business which contributes the most to traffic and (by extension) to the overall "intensity" of the 
use. None of these "drive-through" customers actually enter the Taco Bell business, so the size 
(or FAR) of the Taco Bell building is irrelevant to the traffic generated. In other words, the FAR 
of a fast food drive through development is transparent to the traffic (or intensity) it generates. 
The staff report must be revised to that fast food businesses are "high-intensity commercial 
uses" because they generate the highest traffic loads of any commercial uses. As such, they 
DO NOT QUALIFY as "limited, low-intensity commercial uses" under the CR land use 
designation category. 

Interestingly, the traffic study prepared for the proposed Taco Bell project provides the most 
compelling evidence that "intensity of commercial development" differs entirely from "intensity of 
commercial use". Page B-17 of the traffic study reports the morning peak traffic load generated 
by two adjacent commercial uses which both have FAR values that are much less than 0.5. 
These pages show that one commercial use (a community-dependent retail store) generates a 
"peak" traffic load of 3 vehicle trips per hour, while the second commercial use (a freeway-

2 The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works relies on traffic generation rates data that is published by 
the Institute of Traffic engineers, which is why ITE daily trip rate data are cited here. 

3 Data collected at the Taco Bell drive through business located in San Clemente demonstrate that the percentage 
of customers that use the drive through window ranges anywhere from 61% to 81% depending on the time of day. 
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dependent fast food drive-through business) generates a "peak" traffic load of 188 vehicle trips 
per hour. Though the "intensity of commercial development" is well below 0.5 for both of these 
commercial businesses, the "intensity of commercial use" differs by 2 orders of magnitude. 
These data clearly illustrate the substantial difference in "intensity of use" between a freeway­
dependent fast food drive-through business and a rural community-dependent retail use. The 
staff report must be revised to reconcile these facts and to address the "bright line" difference 
between the "intensity of a commercial development" and the "intensity of a commercial use". 

THE TACO BELL PROJECT IS A HIGH INTENSITY REGIONAL USE 
Page 6 of the staff report states: "The Town & Country Plan prohibits 'high-intensity regional 
commercial uses' within this area of Acton. However, the Project is not considered to be high­
intensity or a regional use". Putting aside the fact that this conclusion ignores the General Plan 
language which prohibits such uses "that serve travelers along State Route 14", it is noted that 
this conclusion is based entirely on an improper reading of the project traffic study and on the 
erroneous assumption that the proposed Taco Bell project is not a "high- intensity" development 
simply because it is "small in size". From this conclusion, it appears that staff have failed to 
read the traffic study properly, and have improperly construed the plain language of the newly 
adopted AV Area Plan properly. To clarify these issues and ensure that staff does not 
misconstrue the new AV Area Plan in future, the following corrections are provided: 

1. Table 4-2 of the Taco Bell project traffic study shows that the project will adversely 
impact traffic in at least 2 of the 4 intersections that were studied. It further projects a 
significant drop in the traffic "Level of Service" (from "C" to "D") as a result of increased 
traffic from cumulative developments. Yet, the staff report asserts (wrongly) that the 
traffic generated by Taco Bell "will not exceed" established traffic thresholds, and 
therefore finds that the project is not a "high intensity" use. This conclusion must be 
revisited and also reconciled with supplemental traffic count data which indicates that the 
Taco Bell Project will generate much higher traffic levels than what is projected by the 
applicant's traffic study. Some of these data were provided to the Department of Public 
Works in a meeting on August 18, 2015 which focused on noted deficiencies found in 
the traffic study (such as the use of v/c analysis methods at unsignalized intersections 
and the failure to assess project impacts on two-lane roadways). DPW staff indicated 
that they would seek corrections of these deficiencies from the developer. . 

2. According to the staff report , the proposed Taco Bell drive-through project is not a "high 
intensity" use because it is "small in size ... occupying only four percent of the Project 
Site .... " and because the "floor area ratio (FAR) is 0.04, compared with the maximum 
FAR of 0.5 allowed ... " Again, staff mistakenly equate the "intensity of a commercial use" 
with the "intensity of a commercial development" and on this faulty basis, erroneously 
concludes that the Taco Bell project is not "high-intensity". As discussed previously, the 
"intensity of a commercial development" pertains merely to the relative size (or FAR) of 
the commercial buildings, which is not in any way indicative of the "intensity of a 
commercial use" which pertains to the level of activity (i.e. traffic) generated by the 
development. There is no doubt that the proposed Taco Bell project is, by definition, a 
"high-intensity" use. 
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3. The Taco Bell drive-through project is intended to be a heavily trafficked, freeway­
dependent commercial development that is proposed for the sole purpose of serving 
regional customers from major urban centers such as the Antelope Valley, the Santa 
Clarita Valley, and the greater Los Angeles Area. The project is not neighborhood­
dependent or even community-dependent; in fact there are not enough households in 
Acton's entire 100 square mile footprint to furnish even a small fraction of Taco Bell's 
projected customer load. The developer has informed the community that the project is 
intended to serve commuters on the 14 Freeway, and that the project site was chosen 
specifically to effect this purpose. These daily commuters travel ~o and from distant 
urban and suburban regions located many miles from Acton. There is no doubt that the 
proposed Taco bell drive-through project is, by definition, a regional commercial use that 
is explicitly designed to serve travelers on the 14 Freeway. 

These facts clearly establish the proposed Taco Bell drive-through project as a regional 
commercial development and a high-intensity use which is intended solely to serve travelers on 
the 14 freeway. It conclusively and blatantly displays all of the elements of commercial 
development that are specifically prohibited in Acton by the newly adopted AV Area Plan, and 
staff's conclusion to the contrary is absurd on its face. 

THE NUMBER OF SEATS IN A COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT DOES NOT ESTABLISH 
WHETHER THE DEVELOPMENT IS A "REGIONAL USE". 
On page 6, the staff report states that the proposed Taco Bell drive through project has only 57 
seats, which is less than the adjacent "McDonalds" drive through (with 125 seats) and the 
nearby "Jack in the Box" drive through (with 98 seats). Based on this data, the staff report 
concludes that the Taco Bell project is "not a regional use". This non-sequitur is followed by the 
almost comical conclusion that "due to the location near a freeway exit for State Route 14 it [the 
proje~t] will inevitably be used by travelers from outside the local community". Incredibly, DRP 
seems unaware that "use" of the Taco Bell by "travelers from outside the local community" is not 
merely an incidental "inevitability", rather it is the foundational precept upon which the entire 
project is proposed. And, like the "Jack in the Box" and the "McDonald's", the proposed Taco 
Bell project is a regional use intended to serve customers from outside the local community. In 
fact, the "success" (or economic viability) of the Taco Bell business rests entirely on customers 
from major urban centers north and south of Acton. The number of seats maintained at these 
fast food businesses is clearly irrelevant, particularly since up to 80% or more of the customers 
never sit down anyway because they use the drive-through. The staff report must be revised to 
clarify that Taco Bell is entirely dependent on customers from major urban centers outside of 
Acton, and therefore the Taco Bell project is indeed a "regional use" in every possible sense. 

THE ONL Y"HIGH-INTENSITY" USES IN ACTON ARE FREEWAY-DEPENDENT DRIVE­
THROUGH BUSINESSES. 
On page 6, the staff report states (incorrectly) that "In addition to the previously mentioned fast 
food restaurants and automobile service stations, the existing surrounding commercial uses 
within 500 feet include other uses which are much higher in intensity than the proposed Taco 
Bell", and it goes on to site the square footage of various adjacent uses such as the 17,000 sq. 
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ft. commercial development south east of the proposed Taco Bell site. Once again, staff have 
confused the "size" of a project with the "intensity" of a project; which are two entirely different 
and mutually exclusive parameters. Drawing from the data provided in the staff report, consider 
the 17,000 square foot commercial development, which consists entirely of uses that are 
community-focused and community-based, such as a pharmacy, offices, and a "sit-down" sushi 
restaurant (where patrons eat their meal before they pay for it). Applying ITE traffic standards to 
this community-dependent development (which is nearly 1 O times larger than Taco Bell) shows 
that none of the uses exceed the 200 vehicle trips per day "intensity threshold", and that the 
combined "intensity" of all the various uses is less than 500 vehicle trips per day, well below half 
of what Taco Bell will generate as a single use. The community supported the CUP that was 
approved for this 17,000 sq. ft. development because it provided community-dependent 
commercial uses that would not (and do not) rely on freeway commuters for the customer base. 
More importantly, history shows that the uses accommodated by this large commercial 
development are demonstrably community-dependent, convenient for the community, and "low­
intensity" in terms of traffic, trash, and odor. Conversely, the Taco Bell drive through-project is 
demonstrably freeway-dependent, inconvenient, and high-intensity due the traffic, trash and 
odor it will generate. The staff report must be corrected to accommodate these facts. 

THE PURPOSE, LOCATION AND DESIGN OF THE TACO BELL PROJECT IS 
INCONSISTENT WITH ADOPTED COUNTYWIDE AND AREA PLANS. 
Beginning on page 7, the staff report identifies provisions of the new AV Area Plan and the 1980 
Countywide General Plan, and declares that the Taco Bell project is consistent with these Plans 
because it "complies" with the cited provisions. The facts show otherwise: 

• The Taco Bell drive-through project includes garish neon pink and purple signs that are 
internally lit and do not constitute "Old West Design Elements". Therefore, they are 
inconsistent with Chapter 7 of the new AV Area Plan. 

• Unlike other commercial projects in the area (such as the pharmacy, feed store, print shop, 
etc. which "serve the daily needs of rural residentsff), the entire purpose of the Taco Bell 
drive-through project is to Kserve the daily needs" of regional customers from urban centers 
north and south of Acton. Therefore, the Taco Bell project is explicitly inconsistent with 
Land Use Policy LU 1.4, which is intended to ensure appropriate commercial lands in the AV 
to wserve the daily needs of rural residents". In fact, and contrary to Policy LU 1.4, the Taco 
Bell project actually displaces an existing feed-store commercial business which is devoted 
entirely to serving "the daily needs of rural residents". Therefore, the proposed Taco Bell 
project actually reduces the amount of commercial land available to serve the daily needs of 
rural residents, and is therefore utterly contrary to Land Use Policy LU 1.4. 

• It is not certain that existing roadway infrastructure is adequate to handle the projected Taco 
Bell traffic. In fact, it appears that some road improvement (widening, restriping, or even 
signalization) are needed because the traffic study demonstrates that cumulative projects 
reduce the service level from "C" to "D" in at least one intersection, which is entirely 
unacceptable to the community of Acton. Therefore, it appears that the Taco Bell project 
does not comply with Land Use Policy 4.1 established by the new AV Area Plan. 
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• The staff report asserts that, under the 1980 Countywide Plan, the Taco Bell development is 
subject to General Plan Policy LU 9 pertaining to "neighborhood commercial facilities ". Then 
it asserts that the Taco Bell development is subject to General Plan policy LU 1 O pertaining 
to "highway-oriented commercial facilities". DRP is confused, because "neighborhood 
commercial" land uses and "highway-oriented commercial" land uses reflect two entirely 
different land use categories established by 1980 Countywide Plan, therefore a single 
commercial development like Taco Bell cannot be in both. To clarify: The 1980 Countywide 
Plan established two separate and distinct commercial land use categories in non-urban (i.e. 
rural) areas: 1) "Highway-Oriented Commercial" land uses that serve travelers; and 2) "Local 
Commercial" land uses that serve local residents [see page 111-24]. The 1980 Countywide 
Plan also provides specific guidance regarding what constitutes a "Local Commercial" land 
use, and it establishes that the "Local Commercial" Land Use category was established 
specifically to serve both neighborhood and community residents by providing neighborhood 
and roadside conveniences, goods and services [see page 111-34]. It further requires that the 
scale of such "Local" uses be limited strictly to "that which the can be justified by local 
community and neighborhood needs" [see page 111-35]. The 1980 Countywide Plan did not 
map these land uses, rather it left such details to local planning documents such as the 
1986 AV Area Plan [see page 111-34). Correspondingly, the 1986 AV Area Plan 
accommodated the separate and distinct "Local Commercial" and "Highway-Oriented 
Commercial" land use categories established by the 1980 Countywide Plan via the following 
land use mapping and policy elements: 

1. The 1986 AV Area Plan established the "C-Community Commercial" land use category 
to govern community-oriented commercial development, and it mapped the locations 
where such community-serving commercial development was deemed appropriate [Vl-
6]. The "C-Community Commercial" land use category established by the 1986 AV Area 
Plan implements the "Local Commercial" land use goals and policy provisions contained 
in the 1980 Countywide Plan. 

2. The 1986 AV Area Plan established the "Highway-Oriented Commercial" land use 
category to govern roadside facilities "providing a service to the traveling public". It did 
not map these locations, but required that "Highway-Oriented Commercial" uses would 
be established in areas "other than", and "in addition to", those areas designated for C­
Community Commercial land uses [see page Vl-6]. ]. The "Highway-Oriented 
Commercial" land use category established by the 1986 AV Area Plan implements the 
"Highway Oriented Commercial" land use goals and policy provisions contained in the 
1980 Countywide Plan. 

3. The 1986 AV Area Plan established the "Neighborhood Commercial" land use category 
consisting of facilities intended to serve the local residential neighborhood. It did not 
map these locations, but required that such "Neighborhood Commercial" uses would be 
established in areas "other than" and "in addition to" those areas designated for C­
Commercial land use [see page Vl-7). The "Neighborhood Commercial" land use 
established by the 1986 AV Area Plan furthers the "local Commercial" land use goals 
and policy provisions contained in the 1980 Countywide Plan. 
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• The existing "Jack in the Box" and "McDonald's" fast food drive-through businesses are 
"Highway Oriented Commercial" land uses under the 1986 AV Area Plan, and were 
approved as such even though the underlying land use designation was "C-Community 
Commercial" (Note: this approval was explicitly contrary to 1986 AV Area Plan provision that 
require "Highway-Oriented Commercial" land uses be established in areas "other than" and 
"in addition to" areas designated as "C-Community Commercial"). Nonetheless, these 
businesses were approved due to the flexibility of the underlying "C-3 -Unlimited" zoning 
designation (which allows virtually unrestricted commercial development). Like "Jack in the 
Box" and "McDonald's", the proposed Taco Bell drive-through project is a "Highway-Oriented 
Commercial" land use under the 1986 AV Area Plan and it is similarly precluded from 
development on lands designated with a "C-Community Commercial" land use. The 
Commission is advised that the site selected for the proposed Taco Bell project has a 
"Community Commercial" land use designation that was specifically and intentionally 
established by the BOS in Case #90-368. In addition, it has an inflexible C2-DP 
"Neighborhood Commercial" zoning designation that was also established by the BOS in 
Case #90-368 through a rezone request that actually downgraded the zoning from C3 to C2. 
Therefore, under both the 1980 Countywide Plan and the 1986 AV Area Plan, the land use 
and zoning designations underlying the Taco Bell site will allow the proposed Taco Bell 
"Highway Oriented Commercial" land use. 

• Because a few Acton residents may use the Taco Bell or McDonald's or Jack in the Box 
businesses, the staff report concludes that such businesses "serve the local community". 
However they do not meet the definition established for "Local Commercial" land uses in 
rural (non-urban communities), and are therefore not deemed to "serve the local community" 
under the 1980 Countywide Plan and, by extension, the 1986 AV Area Plan. These plans 
establish an indisputable and "bright line" distinction between "Local Commercial" land uses 
and ''Highway-Oriented Commercial" land uses. The 1980 Countywide Plan defines a 
"Local Commercial" Land Use as an "individual enterprise serving the needs of the local 
community" [111-34] and it strictly limits the scale of all such uses (in terms of acreage 
and floor area) to specifically "that which can be justified by local community and 
neighborhood needs" [111-35). Accepting for a moment staffs contention that the 
businesses in Acton which serve" "fast" food (i.e. food that is available immediately and is 
paid for before it is eaten) are indeed "Local Commercial" businesses, then the scale of such 
businesses is limited to only that needed to serve Acton's small population of 7,500. Acton 
already has more than 10 "fast" food establishments which serve thousands of customers 
per day, so CLEARLY there are already more "fast" food businesses than is justified by 
Acton's small population. Under such circumstances, the County is precluded from 
exacerbating the already non-compliant situation in Acton by approving yet another "Local 
Commercial" fast food business. Therefore, Taco Bell cannot be approved as a "Local 
Commercial" land use in Acton even if (hypothetically speaking) it were actually a "Local 
Commercial" land use (which it is not.) The staff report must be revised to at least explain 
how the Taco Bell project meets the definition of a "Local Commercial" land use under the 
1980 Countywide Plan and as such, how it complies with the scale and floor area 
restrictions that are cumulatively imposed by the 1980 Countywide Plan on such uses in 
Acton. 
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• As the developer has clarified on multiple occasions, the Taco Bell project is intended to 
provide convenience and service to the 100,000 daily commuters that travel the 14 freeway, 
and it is specifically configured for this purpose. It is not convenient for Acton residents 
because it increases traffic in an area frequented by equestrians and it increases the risk of 
injury to students walking from the nearby middle school. The developer also admits that 
location of the proposed Taco Bell business was selected specifically to provide a service to 
these 100,000 commuters. The location was not selected to serve Acton residents because 
most Acton residents live miles away. The staff report must be revised to correctly state that 
the proposed Taco Bell project will not serve Acton and is in fact a hazard and a major 
inconvenience for the community of Acton. 

• The staff report further contends that the Taco Bell project is "community-serving" because it 
provides "a convenient place for residents of Acton to purchase and eat affordable fast food" 
and it "increases the dining options available to community residents" and it is "in a location 
that is well suited to the purpose" and designed to "blend into the community". These 
statements ignore relevant provisions of the 1980 Countywide Plan and the 1986 AV Area 
Plan. These conclusions also ignore the fact and are simply flat-out wrong, to wit: 

1. The bright, internally lit, and garishly colored neon green and purple signage on the 
project is not designed to "blend in" to the community; to the contrary it is specifically 
designed to stand out from the community and be highly visible from the freeway; and 

2. The location is NOT well suited to Acton's purpose because it substantially increases 
traffic and traffic hazards along roadways and at intersections that are frequented by 
both equestrians and middle-school students; and 

3. The addition of yet another freeway-serving drive-through fast food business in Acton 
constitutes a substantial inconvenience because of the significant traffic, trash, and odor 
that it generates; 

4. Acton has 3 Mexican restaurants, so adding a Mexican fast food business does not in 
fact "increase the dining options" available (if indeed "fast food" even qualifies as a 
legitimate "dining option" in the first place). 

For decades, the Community of Acton has consistently demonstrated to DRP staff that 
additional freeway-oriented, fast food drive-through businesses are neither convenient for Acton 
residents, nor complementary to Acton's rural and equestrian community character. It has been 
repeatedly explained to DRP that the traffic, odor and trash generated by such businesses are 
intrinsically incompatible with Acton's lifestyle. Community input regarding what constitutes 
"convenient" and "complementary" development in Acton has been completely ignored by DRP, 
and replaced with DRP's uninformed and unsubstantiated opinions. DRP's conclusion that an 
additional freeway-serving fast food drive-through business provides convenience to Acton 
residents is absurd on its face. If DRP persists with this mistaken opinion, then the staff report 
must be expanded to specifically explain the manner and extend to which Acton residents will 
be "convenienced" and "served" by the traffic, trash, and odor that will be generated by the 
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proposed Taco Bell project. It must also explain how this heavily trafficked project is compatible 
with Acton's established equestrian and pedestrian uses, and in particular it must address the 
added danger posed to middle school students forced to negotiate the increased traffic. It must 
also reconcile DRP's conclusion that "a new fast food drive-through project provides a 
convenient dining option" with the community's steady and unwavering position that such 
developments are neither convenient nor appropriate anywhere in rural and equestrian Acton. 

THE DESIGN OF THE TACO BELL PROJECT VIOLATES ADOPTED ZONING 
ORDINANCES AND REQUIRES VARIANCE APPROVALS. 
Beginning on page 8, the staff report discusses the various zoning code provisions that apply to 
the proposed project, and concludes that the project complies with all applicable zoning 
ordinance. The facts suggest otherwise. to wit: 

• As clearly stated in Zoning Code Sections 22.04.030, the purpose of DP zoning is to ensure 
that development which occurs after a property is rezoned will conform to plans and exhibits 
that "constitute a critical factor in the decision to rezone". The proposed Taco Bell project 
site was rezoned from C-3 (unlimited commercial) to C-2 (neighborhood commercial) in 
1992 pursuant to final approval of Case #90-368, which (among other things) relied upon 
the "Burden of Proof exhibit provided by the applicant. According to the record in Case 
#90-368, the UBurden of Proof' exhibit explains that downgrading the existing zoning from C-
3 (unlimited commercial) to C-2 (neighborhood commercial) with an attendant DP addendum 
was necessary because C-3 zoning allows "inappropriate" development of the property for 
"uses that are inconsistent with the long range land use goals and objectives of the 
community". The Burden of Proof also clarifies that the C-3 zoning designation "permits 
urban uses that are not intended by area plan land use goals", whereas the C-2 zoning 
designation accommodates the "community commercial" development that Acton seeks. On 
the basis of this evidence, Case #90-638 was approved There is no doubt that achieving 
Acton's long term land use goals and objectives is the centerpiece element of the applicant's 
"Burden of Proof' exhibit. There is also no doubt that achieving Acton's long term land use 
goals and objectives was a critical factor in the decision to rezone the Taco Bell project site 
from C-3 to C-2-DP. Therefore, and pursuant to 22.04-030, the County has a continuing 
obligation to ensure that any development on the Taco Bell site is consistent with, and 
specifically furthers, Acton's long term land use goals and objectives. These long term 
goals and objectives were clearly set forth by the Community of Acton decades ago, and 
were recently incorporated in the newly adopted AV Area Plan. These long term goals and 
objectives definitively establish that freeway oriented. drive-through businesses are 
intrinsically incompatible with Acton's rural and equestrian profile, and they create significant 
and unacceptable traffic, odor. and trash problems. In other words, the proposed Taco Bell 
drive-through development is utterly contrary to Acton's long term land use goals and 
objective, thus it fails to "conform" to an exhibit which constituted a critical factor in the 1992 
decision to rezone the property. Therefore, and through operation of 22.040.030, the 
proposed Taco Bell drive-through project is inconsistent with the existing DP zoning 
designation on the subject property, and cannot be approved. 
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• It is also noted that the findings adopted in the County's decision to rezone the Taco Bell 
site state explicitly that 'The use of the recommended "DP" addendum along with the 
required conditional use permit and the recommended change from C-3 on a portion of the 
property to C-2-DP will ensure development in a manner that is compatible with the 
surrounding uses and in accord with the needs and desires of the community" [emphasis 
added]. This finding clearly constituted a critical factor in the decision to rezone the Taco 
Bell site from C3 to C2-DP. Therefore, through operation of 22.40.030, the needs and 
desires of the Community of Acton MUST BE ACCORDED SIGNIFICANT WEIGHT in any 
development decision involving the Taco Bell project site. The Community of Acton has 
consistently and persistently represented to County staff that freeway-oriented drive-through 
businesses in Acton because are inconsistent with Acton's land use goals and objectives, 
and they are neither needed nor wanted because they generate significant traffic, trash, and 
odor. 

• The project site plans provided by the developer to the Community of Acton indicates that 
large, garish neon pink and purple signs will be placed on 3 sides of the building (including a 
non-frontage side). These signs are obtrusive, do not promote a "western" style, and are 
clearly intended to advertise the Taco Bell business to freeway commuters. As such, they 
are explicitly contrary to both the Acton CSD and the attendant Architectural Guidelines. 
Yet, it appears from the staff report that the developer has informed DRP that the project 
color palette consists solely of light and dark browns, greys and a stone veneer that is a 
"brownish color" [see page 9]. These inconsistencies between what the developer has told 
DRP and what the developer has told the community must be resolved before any action is 
taken on this project. 

• The project signage plans provided by the developer to the Community of Acton indicate 
that all signs utilize either internal lighting or internal halo-illumination, and therefore do not 
comply with the external lighting requirements imposed by the CSD. Yet, DRP staff appear 
to believe that all signs are externally lit [see page 9 of the staff report]. These 
inconsistencies between what the developer has told DRP and what the developer has told 
the community must be resolved before any action is taken on this project. 

THE EQUESTRIAN TRAILS PROPOSED FOR THE TACO BELL PROJECT DO NOT 
COMPLY WITH THE COUNTY'S ADOPTED TRAIL MANUAL. 
On page 10, the staff report states that the project provides "adequate room for the trails along 
Crown Valley Road and Sierra Highway required by the Department of Parks and Recreation". 
This is incorrect. The Department of Parks and Recreation implements multi-use trail 
developments in accordance with the County's adopted Trail Manual. It is clear from the Taco 
Bell site plan that the multi-use trails proposed for the project do not comply with the Manual 
and are particularly substandard. The trail bed along Sierra Highway is specifically of concern 
because it is only 7 feet wide (and even narrows to 5 feet as it approaches the project drive­
way). This trail is located on a designated major highway and it traverses a driveway that will be 
crossed by more than 1000 vehicle per day, so safety and prudence demands that it the trail be 
developed in full compliance with the County's adopted multi-use trail design provisions which 
(according to Figure 4.3.1-6), include a 12 foot wide trail bed. Acton community members have 
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been told that the trail width was truncated on the site plan in order to accommodate the parking 
and landscaping required for the project. However, this is incorrect, because the project 
includes more parking stalls than is required [page 8 of the staff report] and the amount of 
landscaping greatly exceeds county requirements [see page 9 of the staff report]. The project 
must be reconfigured to ensure that the multi-use trail complies fully with the County's adopted 
multi-use trail design criteria. 

THE -DP ZONING DESIGNATION REQUIRES CONFORMANCE TO EXHIBITS THAT 
CONSTITUTED A CRITICAL FACTOR IN THE REZONE DECISION 
Draft Finding 5 states (in part) that, under Section 22.40-040 of the zoning code, the -DP 
combining zone "allows any use permitted in the basic zone (C-2) if a CUP has been obtained". 
This Finding omits key zoning provisions relevant to -DP development restrictions. As 
discussed above, Section 22.40.030 of the zoning code ensures that development occurring on 
property that was rezoned as -DP conforms to the exhibits which constituted a critical factor in 
the decision to rezone. Therefore, Finding #5 should be corrected to state: "The-DP Combined 
Zone allows any use permitted in the basic zone if a CUP has been obtained and if the use 
conforms to exhibits that constituted a critical factor in the decision to rezone". 

An additional finding should also be added which states "The "Burden of Proof' exhibit 
submitted in Case 90-368 was a critical element in the decision to rezone in that it establishes 
the need for downgrading the zoning from C-3 to C-2 since C-3 zoning allows "development of 
the property for uses that are inconsistent with the long range land use goals and objectives of 
the community". Furthermore, findings adopted in the rezone decision are relevant, and they 
assert "The -"DP" addendum along with the required conditional use permit and the 
recommended change from C-3 on a portion of the property to C-2-DP will ensure development 
in a manner that is compatible with the surrounding uses and in accord with the needs and 
desires of the communitY'. 

DRAFT FINDING 12 IS FACTUALLY INACCURATE. 
Draft Finding 12 is incorrect. CUP 90-368 was not approved for a 30,000 square foot retail 
center on an 8.3 acre site. This 30,000 square foot area comprises a portion of the proposed 
Taco Bell project site. The 30,000 square foot area was omitted from CUP 90-368. It does not 
appear that this 30,000 square foot area was included in CUP 93-118, either. Also, CUP 93-
118 was not withdrawn by the applicant; it was DENIED. The applicant initially appealed the 
denial to the BOS, but later withdrew the appeal. The applicant did not withdraw the permit. 

OTHER CONCERNS WITH THE HEARING PACKAGE: 
1. The staff report states that the detention basin is sufficient to retain the first % of an inch of 

rain. However, recent storm systems have dropped more than 2 inches of rain in Acton in 
just a few short hours. It is must be explained how the capturing of only the first % of an 
inch of rain landing on the project's impervious surface area will comply with established 
development requirements in Acton which prohibit the alteration of either the established 
flow rate or the established flow pattern of surface water flowing off a project site. 
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2. A condition imposed by the Regional Water Quality Control Board when Case #90-368 was 
approved was that monitoring wells would be installed and maintained to ensure that no 
development would impair ground water quality [See paragraph 3 on page 1 of RWQCB 
letter dated July 26, 1991 to Mr. Heidt and cc'd to DRP. See also Item 7 on page 3 of 
RWQCB Letter to Frank Menesis dated March 22, 1992]. This condition has never been 
waived by RWQCB, and it imposes a requirement that must be met by the proposed project. 
This monitoring well requirement is an approval condition that is as valld today as it was 
when the zone change was approved In 1992, and perhaps even more so, given the high 
failure rate of septic systems at other fast food businesses in Acton coupled with the fact 
that the Water Boards consider the upper reaches of the Santa Clara river to be an 
"impaired body" as that term is contemplated in the California Clean Water Act. (see 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water issues/proqrams/tmdl/2010state ir reports/01038.sht 
ml#30286 ). 

3. The staff report states that the Mcommunity was appropriately notified of the public hearing 
by mail, newspaper, property posting ... ". DRP is advised that the property posting does not 
comply with 22.60.175. Specifically, the notice on the south frontage is missing, and the 
notice on the west frontage was placed behind a utility pole which obscures the copy and 
makes it not visible from the public road [see photos below]. 
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Los Angeles County 
Department of Regional Planning 

Planning.for the Challenges A.Ili ad 

Richard J. Bruckner 
Director 

September 16, 2015 

TO: 

FROM: 

Pat Modugno, Chair 
Stephanie Pincetl, Vice Chair 
Esther L. Valadez, Commissioner 
David W. Louie, Commissioner 
Curt Pedersen, Commissioner 

-tf(!, 
Richard Claghorn 
Zoning Permits North Section 

Project No. R2014-02996 - Conditional Use Permit No. 201400142 
RPC Meeting: September 16, 2015 • Agenda Item: 7 

The above-mentioned item is a request to authorize the establishment and operation of a Taco 
Bell restaurant, including drive-through facilities, within the C-2-DP (Neighborhood Business­
Development Program) Zone, the Soledad Zoned District and the Acton Community Standards 
District. 

Please find enclosed copies of three opposition letters which have been received since the 
previous supplemental package yesterday. 

If you need further information, please contact Richard Claghorn at (213) 974-6435 or 
rclaghom@planning.lacounty.gov. Department office hours are Monday through Thursday from 
7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. The Department is closed on Fridays. 

RG:RC 

Enclosure(s): letters from Kathleen Trinity, Vinton Lampton, and Tana Lampton 

320 West Temple Street• Los Angeles, CA 90011 • 213-974-6411 •Fax: :! 13-626·0434 •TDD: 213-617-2292 
CC.012914 



. 09/15/2015 15: 26 6612691195 

The Regional Planning Hearing Officer 

ACTON PRINT 5HCF 
1 

~/3~7 51(,16 

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 
320 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Subject: New freeway oriented, "drive·through" development 1>roposed in Acton. 

Reference: Project R2014·02996; RCUP # T2014·00142; Hearing Date Sept. 16, 2015. 

Dear Regional Planning Commissioners and Assigned Hearing Officer; 

I oppose the new drive thru development proposed for the community of Acton: 

• It will generate more than 1,000 new cars trips into our rural town. 

PAGE 01 

• The traffic study shows that the cumulative project will reduce the traffic level of 
service at an int.ersection within our town from C (which is fairly bad) to D (which is 
quite bad). 

• The traffic study indicates that at least 80% of the customers will come from. the 
freeway. 

• The increased traffic will occur in an area wheJ'e our children are often found 
walking from the local Middle School to the County Library. 

• The crus coming off the freeway will enter an established equestrian area and even 
cross a mapped equestrian trail 

• The zoning on this project requires that any development be in accordance with the 
Needs and Desires of the community, and such Needs and Desires were recently 
established by a community survey that showed 85% of residents oppose freeway 
oriented udrive·through" development. 

• The project is inconsistent with the newly adopted AV (''Town and Country") Plan, 
which precludes .freeway-oriented development in Acton and provides far restrictions 
on drive·through development within the community. 

• The project signage and lighting violates the Acton Community Standards District 
and the County Zoning Code, and is intended solely to pull cust.omers off the freeway 
that passes through our comm.unity. 

For these and other reasons too numerous to list, I oppose the referenced project and ask 
that it not be appto\ted as proposed. 

Address: \,{;,~~ ~{~ 151-, 
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. 09/15/ 2015 15: 26 6612691195 ACTON PRINT SHOP PAGE 02 

The Regional Planning Hearing Officer 
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 

~::;!i!:,6le:=t oU3 .211 Sit;~ (FA~) 
Subject= New freeway oriented, "drive·througb" development proposed in Acton. 

Reference: Project R2014·02996i RCUP # T2014·00142: Hearing Date Sept. 16, 2015. 

Dear Regional Planning Commissioners and Assigned Hearing Officeri 

I oppose the new drive thru development pro1><>sed for the comxo.11nity of Aet.on: 

• It will generate more than 1,000 new cars trips into our rural town. 

• The traffic study shows that the cumulattve project will reduce the traBic lewl cJf 
service at an int.ersection within our town from C (which is fairly bad) to D (which is 
quite bad). 

• The traffic study indicates that at least 80% of the custo1X\ers will come from the 
freeway. 

• The increased traffic will occur in an area where our children are often found 
walking from the local Middle School to the County Libruy. 

• The cars coming off the freeway will enter an established equestrian area and even 
cross a mapped equestrian trail. 

• The zoning on this project requires that any development be in aa:ordance with the 
Needs and Desires of the community, and such Needs and Desires were recently 
established~ a community survey that showed 85% of residents oppose freeway 
oriented "drive·thxough" development. 

• The project is inconsist.ent with the newly adopted AV ('Town and CountrY') Plan, 
which precludes freeway-oriented development in Acton and provides for restrictions 
on drive-through development within the community. 

• The project signa.ge and lighting violat.es the Acton Community Standards District 
and the County Zoning Code, and .is intended solely to pull customers oft' the freeway 
that passes through our community. 

For theee and other reasooa too numerous to list, I oppose the referenced project and ask 
that it not be approved as proposed. 



09/15/2015 15:26 6612691195 ACTON PRINT SHOP PAGE 03 

The Regional Planning Hearing Officer 
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 

320 West.Temple Street '-A~ ,, / '!I.. ~ / "1 '"SJ D (/ 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 ,_ 1r ~ ;;;, * I 

Subject: New :freeway oriented, "drive·through" development proposed in Acton. 

Reference: Project &2014-02996; RCUP# T2014·00142: Hearing Date Sept. 16, 2015. 

Dear ~gional Planning Commissioners and Assigned Hearing Officer; 

I oppose the new drive thru development propo9ed for the community of Act.on: 

• It will generate more than 1,000 new cars trips into our rural town. 

• The traffic study shows that the cumulative project will reduce the traffic level of 
service at an intersection within our town &om C (w:hich is fait'ly bad) to D (which is 
quite bad>. 

• The traffic study indicates that at least 80% of the customers will come from the 
freeway. 

• The increased traffic will occur in an area where our children are often found 
walking from the local Middle School to the County Library. 

• The cats coming off the freeway will enter an established equP.strian area and even 
cross a mapped equestrian trail. 

• The zoning on this project requires that any development be in accordance with the 
Needs and Desires of the community, and such Needs and Desires were recently 
established by a community sul"\Tey that showed 85% of residents oppose freeway 
oriented "drive·throughn development. 

• The project is inconsistent with the newly adopted AV {"Town and Country'') Plan, 
which precludes freeway·oriented development in Acton and provides for restrictions 
on drive·through development within the community. 

• The project signage and lighting violates the Acton Community Standards District 
end the County Zoning Code, and is intended solely to pull customers off' the freeway 
that passes through our community. 

'For these and other reasons too numerous t.o list, I oppose the referenced project and ask 
that it not /proved ~proposed. 

I 

51 
Address: :3L'fff JthrJrtt-Gft.fiJ, 

&1u1k/oe, I 
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